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THE DEVELOPMENT PSSISTAUCE 9 YEST GEIDldaqL 
,M OVERmEV JEIli SPECUL IWEREWCE TO LATIM II~IERICA' 
I. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTAUCE: ON ITS DISTRIBUTIONS 
EISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT AHD BASIC PRINCIPLES 
G e n e r a l l y  s p e a k i n g ,  development  p o l i c y .  o r  more p r e c i s e l y  t h e  p o l i c y  o f  
development a s s i s t a n c e  toward t h e  Third World count r ies ,  has  always occupied 
a lower rank on t h e  agenda of German p o l i t i c i a n s  than fore ign  policy i s s u e s  
c o n c e r n i n g t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s ,  European a l l i e s  or  t h e  s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s .  
Despite a notable inc rease  i n  importance a t tached t o  t h i s  a r e a  over t h e  l a s t  
f i f t e e n  years ,  t h i s  still remains t r u e  today. We may t ake  as i n d i c a t o r s  t h e  
r e l a t i v e l y  few debates i n  Parliament,  t h e  r a t h e r  spa r se  at tendance a t  t h e  
debates, t h e  minor r o l e  played by t h e  Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation o r  
t h e  cons idera t ions  emerging from t ime  t o  time over whether t o  address t h e  
i s s u e  i n  o t h e r  min i s t r i e s?  
I n  con t ra s t  t o  its r e l a t i v e  minor s ign i f i cance  f o r  t h e  p o l i t i c i a n s ,  t h e  
o f f i c i a l  development pol icy  and t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  responsible i n s t i t u -  
t i o n s  are extens ive ly  discussed and c r i t i c i z e d  i n  public ,  e spec ia l ly  through 
t h e  mass media. This genera l  tendency is not  only v a l i d  wi th  reference  t o  
t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  and t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  b u t  a l s o  
concerning t h e  genera l  meaning of p o l i c i e s  f o r  the  development of t h e  recip-  
i e n t  coun t r i e s  and f o r  t h e  Federal  Republic of Germany. Since approximately 
1983 seve ra l  f a c t o r s  have helped t o  provoke an i n t e n s i f i e d  genera l  discus- 
sion: 
- t h e  publ ica t ion  of "The F a t a l  Aid," a repor t  w r i t t e n  by a former o f f i c i a l  
of t h e  Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation, on t h e  des t ruc t ive  e f f e c t s  of 
t h e  o f f i c i a l  development a s ~ i s t a n c e ; ~  
- dec la ra t ions  about "newn gu ide l ines  f o r  development a s s i s t ance  made by t h e  
Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation; 4 
- t h e  severe  setback i n  t h e  development of Lat in  American count r ies ,  and the  
controversy over  how t o  dea l  wi th  t h e  Central  American c r i s i s ; 5  
- t h e  s t a r v a t i o n  ca tas t rophe  i n  ~ f r i c a ; ~  and
- t h e  d e c r e a s e  o f  p u b l i c  e x p e n d i t u r e s  and programs i n  d o m e s t i c  p o l i c i e s ,  
together  wi th  t h e  economic recess ion  and high unemployment i n  ~ e r m a n y . ~  
Despite harsh c r i t i c i s m  toward o f f i c i a l  development a c t i v i t i e s ,  and t h e  
discouraging r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  genera l  development of r e c i p i e n t  count r ies ,  most 
experts8 have always advocated very c l e a r l y  i n  hearings and s ta tements  t h e  
continuing of a s s i s t ance  t o  t h e  developing count r ies ,  and not  only because 
of t h e  impl i ca t ions  f o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  law o r  p o l i t i c a l  repercussions. How- 
ever ,  a reo r i en ta t ion  and reassessment of development e f f o r t s  on t h e  p a r t  of 
both r e c i p i e n t  and donor coun t r i e s  a r e  required,  according t o  t h e  major i ty  
o f  analys ts .  
An overv iew o f  t h e  amount o f  development  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  1984. and o f  
some d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a s p e c t s .  i s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  Tab le  1. According t o  t h e  
Development A s s i s t a n c e  Committee (DAC) d e f i n i t i o n ,  development a s s i s t ance  
comprises all  measures financed wi th  o f f i c i a l  and p r i v a t e  resources i n  t h e  
form o f  g r a n t s  o r  l o a n s .  The l a t t e r  must  have  a g r a n t  e l e m e n t  o f  a t  least 
25 percent. I n  1984 t h e  g ran t  element of o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e  
averaged about 84 percent. The bulk of West German development a s s i s t a n c e  
came from publ ic  resources (approximately 90 percent of t h e  t o t a l  amount i n  
1984) and is channe led  by government i n s t i t u t i o n s .  About t w o - t h i r d s  o f  
TABLE 1. STRUCTURE OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GERMANY, 1 984. 
(percentages)  
I. O f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t ance  (7.467 mi l l ion  DM) 90 .O 
A. M u l t i l a t e r a l  33.0 
1. F inancia l  con t r ibu t ions  64.0 
a. U.N agencies 22.9 
b. EEC 72.8 
c. Other 4.3 
Subtota l  100.0 
2. Capi ta l  subsc r ip t ions  
and s p e c i a l  funds 36 .O 
a. World Bank group 69.6 
b. Regional banks 3 c ? &  
Subtota l  100.0 - 
Subtota l  m u l t i l a t e r a l  a s s i s t a n c e  100.0 
B. Bi la tera l**  67 .O 
1. Afr ica  41 .O 
2. Asia 30.9 
3. Lat in  America 10.4 
4. Europe 2.7 
5. Other and unspecif ied A%2 
Subtota l  b i l a t e r a l  a s s i s t a n c e  100.0 
- 
Subtota l  o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e  100.0 
11. Non-government agency as s i s t ance  (1,538 mi l l ion  DM) 10.0 
A. Off ic ia l  funds (450 mi l l ion  DM) 
1. Churches 
2. P o l i t i c a l  foundations 
3. Other a 
Subtota l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of o f f i c i a l  funds 100.0 
B. P r iva te  funds (1,088 mi l l ion  DM) L%.Q 
Subtota l  non-government agency as s i s t ance  100.0 
- 
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE (9.005 mi l l ion  DM) 100.0 
Defined as a c t i v i t y  financed with o f f i c i a l  o r  p r i v a t e  funds i n  t h e  form 
of  g r a n t s  o r  l o a n s  w i t h  a g r a n t  component o f  a t  l e a s t  2512. The g r a n t  
element f o r  a l l  o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e  i n  1984 was about 84%. 
** Of b i l a t e r a l  a s s i s t ance ,  68% was f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t ance  and 32% was techni-  
c a l  ass is tance .  
SOURCE: Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation, DAC Memorandum. 
o f f i c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  is being t r ans fe r red  on a b i l a t e r a l  l e v e l  t o  t h e  devel- 
oping countr ies .  Of t h i s  t o t a l ,  about 68 percent  has been f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s -  
tance. 
With l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  over t h e  l a s t  two decades, t h e  African and Asian 
c o u n t r i e s  t o g e t h e r  r e c e i v e d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  70 p e r c e n t  o f  t o t a l  b i l a t e r a l  
o f f i c i a l  assis tance.  The Lat in  American countr ies1 sha re  has been s tagnant  
a t  approximately 10 t o  12 percent. Non-governmental i n s t i t u t i o n s  contr ib-  
uted 10 percent  t o  t h e  t o t a l  amount of development a s s i s t a n c e  i n  1984, and 
channeled another  5.6 percent of o f f i c i a l  resources t o  t h e  developing coun- 
tries. Although o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e  has increased i n  absolu te  
terms more than t h r e e  t imes  s ince  1970, its share  as a percentage of t h e  GNP 
increased only from 0.33 percent  i n  1970 t o  0.45 percent i n  1984.' Accord- 
i n g  t o  o f f i c i a l  s o u r c e s  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  t h a t  compared 1984 t o  t h e  p r e v i o u s  
t h r e e  years  is due t o  t h e  revised f igu res  o f  t h e  GNP re leased  by t h e  Federal  
S t a t i s t i c s  0 f f i c e . 1 ~  
Analyzing o f f i c i a l  development pol icy  over  t h e  years ,  w e  might d i s t i n -  
guish seve ra l  phases.'' The development a s s i s t ance  of t h e  Federal  Republic 
o f  Germany began i n  t h e  e a r l y  1950s. U n t i l  t h e  l a t e  1960s i t  remained i n  
the  domain of t h e  Foreign Office and t h e  Ministry f o r  Economic Affairs .  I n  
t h i s  p e r i o d  of a g r a d u a l  b u i l d i n g  up of t h e  development  p o l i c y  a r e a ,  t h e  
Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation. founded i n  1961r12 w a s  more a "clearing- 
housen f o r  t h e  o the r  two m i n i s t r i e s  than an autonomous p a r t  of t h e  executive 
with its own policy r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  During t h i s  first phase t h e  o f f i c i a l  
s ta tements  and t h e  concrete f a c t s  reveal  c l e a r l y  t h a t  development a s s i s t a n c e  
was perceived and d i r e c t l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y  used a s  an instrument  t o  avoid o r  
t o  pun i sh  t h e  d i p l o m a t i c  r e c o g n i t i o n  of t h e  German Democra t ic  Repub l i c  
14 (e.g.. i n  t h e  c a s e  of c u b a f 3  o r  Egypt 1, t o  impede t h e  e x p a n s i o n  o f  t h e  
n o n c a p i t a l i s t i c  system t o  t h e  developing count r ies ,  and t o  maintain export  
markets and sources of raw materials f o r  t h e  German economy. 
After t h e  1960s development pol icy  gained more space f o r  maneuver. I n  
the  so-called consol ida t ion  phase, which reached its climax i n  1973-74, a 
p o l i c y  o f  development  a s s i s t a n c e  was e s t a b l i s h e d  as a s p e c i f i c  form of  
fore ign  pol icy  wi th  regional  and ins t rumenta l  spec ia l i za t ion ,  with its own 
c l i e n t e l e  and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  network. and with,  at  l e a s t  as o f f i c i a l l y  de- 
c l a r e d ,  i t s  own p o l i c y  p r i o r i t i e s  and t e c h n i c a l  s t a n d a r d s .  However, t h e  
development p o l i c y ,  as a p a r t  of f o r e i g n  p o l i c y .  c o n t i n u e d  t o  be  l i n k e d  
inex t r i cab ly  wi th  s t r a t e g i c ,  ideologica l ,  and economic i n t e r e s t s .  
Several  f a c t o r s  have influenced t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of development a s s i s -  
t a n c e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  c o u n t r i e s r  s e c t o r s .  and t y p e s  o f  p r o j e c t .  on t h e  one 
hand. and t h e  emphasis on t h e  humanizing, self-determined and reform-ori- 
e n t e d  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  development  p o l i c y  on t h e  o t h e r  s i d e .  F i r s t ,  t h e  
predominant perceptions of t h e  government i n  o f f i c e  concerning t h e  r e l a t ion -  
sh ip  between t h e  i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  and t h e  developing coun t r i e s  play an impor- 
t a n t  role .  Second. t h e  domestic economic s i t u a t i o n  and t h e  lobby exercised 
by t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  a r e  a l s o  i n f l u e n t i a l .  A t h i r d  f a c t o r  is t h e  pressure 
o f  t h e  d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r i e s ,  p a r t l y  r e f l e c t e d  by t h e  o s c i l l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  
i n t e n s i t y  of t h e  North-South conf l i c t .  and f i n a l l y  t h e r e  a r e  decreasing o r  
increas ing  s e c u r i t y  concerns i n  t h e  East-West r e l a t ions .  
With regard t o  these  f a c t o r s ,  t h e r e  was a very favorable  c o n s t e l l a t i o n  
i n  t h e  second phase between approximately 1968 and 1974-75 f o r  consol ida t ing  
t h e  development pol icy area. A t  t h e  na t iona l  l e v e l  t h e  c o a l i t i o n  of Soc ia l  
Democrats and L ibe ra l s  came i n t o  power i n  1969. A period of reform policy 
began from which  t h e  development  p o l i c y  a r e a  a l s o  b e n e f i t e d .  The head of 
t h e  Ministry f o r  Cooperation was Erhard Eppler (October 1968-July 1974). a 
person  v e r y  much i n t e r e s t e d  i n  Th i rd  World problems. The g rowth  o f  t h e  
German economy was s a t i s f a c t o r y  wi th  an  average annual growth r a t e  of 4.6 
percent between 1965 and 1973. The tens ion  i n  t h e  East-West c o n f l i c t  eased 
with t h e  s igning  of va r ious  t r e a t i e s  between West Germany and t h e  Eastern 
Bloc c o u n t r i e s .  The d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r i e s  increased t h e i r  pressure  on the  
i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  c o u n t r i e s .  a i m i n g  t o  o b t a i n  a more e q u i t a b l e  s h a r e  of t h e  
wor ldwide  growth.  With t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  New In te rna t iona l  Economic 
Order t h e  development pol icy  received a higher  degree of a t t en t ion .  A t  t h e  
academic and research l e v e l  t h e  knowledge of development problems expanded 
and more comprehensive t h e o r e t i c a l  approaches were elaborated. It was t h e  
t ime when t h e  "dependencia" d iscuss ion  a rose  most vigorously i n  Lat in  Ameri- 
ca. Consequent ly ,  t h i s  p e r i o d  was c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by s e r i o u s  e f f o r t s  t o  
formulate an  autonomous concept of development pol icy,  t o  implement p r o j e c t s  
which co r re l a t ed  b e t t e r  wi th  t h e  ob jec t ive  of s a t i s f y i n g  t h e  bas i c  needs of 
t h e  major i ty  i n  t h e  developing count r ies .  t o  support reform-oriented regimes 
i n  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  c o u n t r i e s ,  and t o  base  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  on c o o p e r a t i o n  and 
s o l i d a r i t y  wi th  t h e  developing countries.  
This o r i e n t a t i o n  of t h e  development pol icy  was never wholly completed; 
r a t h e r  i t  stagnated and gradual ly  diminished during t h e  second term of t h e  
Socia l  Democratic-Liberal coa l i t i on .  The main reasons f o r  t h e  s h i f t  i n  t h i s  
t h i r d  phase have t o  be seen i n  t h e  two o i l  p r i c e  shocks. and t h e  increas ing  
tendency o f  t h e  d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r i e s  t o  form c a r t e l s  f o r  raw m a t e r i a l s ,  
which deepened t h e  economic r e c e s s i o n .  as r e f l e c t e d  i n  a n  a v e r a g e  g r o w t h  
rate o f  2.1 percent  i n  t h e  period 1973-1983. The changing pol icy  p r i o r i t i e s  
i n  t h e  Schmidt government and t h e  more pragmatic perception of t h e  r e l a t ion -  
sh ip  wi th  Third World coun t r i e s  a l s o  played an important  role .  
I n  June 1975 t h e  government i ssued t h e  so-called "Thesis of ~ ~ m n i c h . ~ ' ~  
According t o  these  guidel ines ,  development pol icy  should be or iented  toward 
t h e  following: 
- t o  r e e s t a b l i s h  a c l o s e r  connection between t h e  development. foreign.  and 
economic po l i c i e s ;  
- t o  f o s t e r  r e l a t i o n s  wi th  t h e  oil-supplying countr ies .  e.g., by providing 
paid development ass is tance;  
- t o  "harmonizew t h e  German i n t e r e s t  i n  securing supp l i e s  of raw m a t e r i a l s  
wi th  t h e  ob jec t ive  of expanding t h e  developing countr ies1 own transforma- 
t i o n  of raw mater ia ls ;  
- t o  open t h e  German marke t  f o r  t h e  p r o d u c t s  o f  d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r i e s ,  a s  
long a s  t h e  impor ts  d id  not d i s r u p t  domestic production and employment; 
- t o  a l l o c a t e  development a s s i s t a n c e  t o  key coun t r i e s  and, a t  t h e  same t ime,  
t o  r a i s e  t h e  s h a r e  o f  t h e  LLDC1s and t h e  MSAC's. For  t h e  l a t t e r  two 
groups of coun t r i e s  t h e  lending condi t ions  were t o  be made considerably 
s o f t e r .  
The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of developing coun t r i e s  i n t o  groups wi th  d i f f e r e n t  
l e v e l s  of development, combined wi th  a roughly corresponding d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  
of development a s s i s t ance  s t r a t e g i e s  (meaning, f o r  poorer count r ies ,  a more 
s o c i a l l y  or iented  approach) has been a predominant p r i n c i p l e  of development 
pol icy s ince  t h e  mid-1970s. I n  general ,  i n  t h e  so-called s tagnat ion  phase 
of development pol icy  under t h e  Schmidt government, t h e r e  was a c l e a r  ten- 
dency t o  r e t u r n  t o  an ins t rumenta l ized  development a s s i s t a n c e  policy. and t o  
subordinate it t o  o the r  pol icy  areas. 
I n  1982 t h e  C h r i s t i a n  Democra t i c -L ibe ra l  c o a l i t i o n  under  C h a n c e l l o r  
Kohl came i n t o  power. The new Minis ter  f o r  Economic Cooperation, Warnke, 
who belongs t o  t h e  most conservat ive p a r t  of t h e  c o a l i t i o n ,  ca l l ed  f o r  new 
"accentsn i n  t h e  policy of development a s s i s t ance  while  s t r e s s i n g  t h e  conti-  
nu i ty  of bas ic  guidel ines.  The new "accentsn might be described a s  fol lows:  
- t o  promote and inc rease  support f o r  t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  i n  t h e  developing 
count r ies ;  
- t o  combine and t o  complement t h e  o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e  w i t h  
p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  e f f o r t s ;  
- t o  take i n t o  account more vigorously West German economic i n t e r e s t s ;  
- t o  concentrate  a s s i s t ance  i n  those coun t r i e s  which f o s t e r  t h e i r  own devel- 
opment while  maintaining a convenient p o l i t i c a l  and economic framework f o r  
development under p r i v a t e  i n i t i a t i v e ;  
- t o  promote  a b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of s e l f - i n t e r e s t s  on b o t h  s i d e s  by 
e s t ab l i sh ing  a p o l i t i c a l  dialogue wi th  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  countr ies .  
- t o  s t rengthen t h e  ef f ic iency and t h e  ef fec t iveness  of a s s i s t ance ,  wi th  t h e  
demand-oriented s e l e c t i o n  of p r o j e c t s  replaced by a more a c t i v e  search f o r  
p r o j e c t s  f i t t i n g  t h e  guidel ines.  
The implementation of t h e  new "accents," concret ized i n  t h e  "basic guide- 
l i n e s  of t h e  development pol icy of t h e  Federal Governmentn launched i n  Apri l  
1986,16 s i g n i f i e s  a new phase  i n  development p o l i c y .  It means t o  some 
e x t e n t  a retreat t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  p r i n c i p l e s  and concep t s .  b u t  i n  a more 
soph i s t i ca t ed  covering than a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  1960s. 
11. DEVELOP- ASSISTANCE TOYARD LATIN AMERICA: SOHE BASIC QUESTIONS 
I n  genera l ,  West German development a s s i s t ance  pol icy  and experience wi th  
reference  t o  Lat in  America has t o  be reconstructed mainly through t h e  con- 
cepts ,  pr inc ip les .  and changes of t h e  g loba l  development policy. Numerous 
q u e s t i o n s  may a r i s e  on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  o u t l i n e  g i v e n  above. Here i t  i s  
only poss ib le  t o  t ack le  b r i e f l y  some general  issues.  
ASDecific 
- -AssistancePolicvTowardmAmerica? 
Reviewing t h e  s c a r c e  l i t e r a t u r e  on t h e  s u b j e c t 1 7  and t a k i n g  i n t o  ac-  
coun t  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  own e x p e r i e n c e  i n  p r o j e c t  m i s s i o n s  t o  s e v e r a l  L a t i n  
American countr ies .  t h e  exis tence  of a s p e c i f i c  pol icy  must be denied. The 
few o f f i c i a l  o r  s e m i o f f i c i a l  statements1' do not  o f f e r  s u f f i c i e n t  evidence 
t o  speak of a concept o r  even a p r a c t i c a l  development pol icy  program s u i t e d  
t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  p r o b l e m s o f L a t i n  America. I n  March, 1982, t h i s  w a s c o n -  
f i r m e d  d u r i n g  t h e  first d e b a t e  on C e n t r a l  American and Car ibbean affairs  
ever  conducted by a German parliament.  The leading speaker of t h e  Chr i s t i an  
Democrats blamed t h e  government f o r  t h e  absence of a s p e c i a l  German policy 
toward Lat in  America. He argued t h a t  
... a p a r t  from t h e  resounding dec la ra t ions  of t h e  Chancellor during 
h i s  v i s i t  t o  L a t i n  America t h r e e  y e a r s  ago and t h e  a l w a y s  v e r y  
well balanced speeches of t h e  Minis ter  of Foreign Affa i rs ,  t h e r e  
is nothing t h a t  could be l abe led  a s  a concept. (19) 
However, i t  has t o  be pointed out  t h a t ,  e spec ia l ly  s ince  t h e  beginning 
of t h e  1970s t h e r e  h a s  been a g rowing  a w a r e n e s s  among t h e  p o l i t i c i a n s ,  
bureaucrats,  and businessmen about t h e  ongoing development process, accompa- 
nied by a Lat in  American push f o r  emancipation vis-a-vis t h e  United Sta tes .  
The d e s i r e  of t h e  La t in  American coun t r i e s  f o r  a c l o s e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  
t h e  West European c o u n t r i e s ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  t h e  F e d e r a l  Repub l i c  o f  
Germany. met wi th  an inc reas ing  German i n t e r e s t .  Various i n d i c a t o r s  of t h i s  
p r o c e s s  (e.g., t h e  expans ion  of t h e  d i p l o m a t i c  ne twork ,  t h e  i n c r e a s i n g  
number of v i s i t s  on both s ides ,  more emphasis on Lat in  American s tud ies )  a r e  
p r e s e n t e d  i n  a comprehens ive  a r t i c l e  on German-Latin American r e l a t i o n s  
w r i t t e n  by K. ~ o d e m e r . ~ '  
I n  1979 t h i s  process culminated i n  t h e  first v i s i t  of a  German chancel- 
l o r  t o  Lat in  America and i n  t h e  publ ica t ion  of t h e  first semiof f i c i a l  paper 
on La t in  American This l e v e l  of i n t e r e s t  has been maintained and 
apparently increased s i n c e  t h e  Chr i s t i an  Democrat-Liberal c o a l i t i o n  came t o  
power. If we cons ider  t h e  number of s ta tements  on t h e  na t iona l  and in terna-  
t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  t h e  unprecedent number (about 15) of debates and i n i t i a t i v e s  
conce rn ing  C e n t r a l  American i s s u e s  i n  t h e  German ~ a r l i a m e n t , ~ ~  and t h e  
a c t i v i t i e s  of Foreign Minis ter  Genscher t o  a s s e s s  cooperation wi th  Central  
America on t h e  n a t i o n a l  and European t h e n  we may conc lude  t h a t  
German p o l i c y m a k e r s  today  are c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on C e n t r a l  America. I n  t h e  
l i g h t  o f  a  more s e r i o u s  ana lys i s ,  however, it seems t o  be a  r a t h e r  artifi- 
c i a l  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  f o r c e d  by a p a r t i c u l a r  c o n s t e l l a t i o n  o f  i n t e r n a l  and 
e x t e r n a l  f o r c e s  and t h e  p e r s i s t e n t  economic and p o l i t i c a l  c r i s i s  i n  t h e  
C e n t r a l  American r eg ion .  The f a c t  i s  t h a t  d e s p i t e  t h i s  ( v e r y  l i k e l y  con- 
junctura l )  a t t e n t i o n ,  t h e  main i n t e r e s t s  a r e  d i r ec ted  toward t h e  l a r g e  and 
middle-sized coun t r i e s  i n  Lat in  America. This r e s u l t s  not only from t h e i r  
t r a d i t i o n a l  weight i n  t h e  re la t ionship .  but a l s o  because of t h e i r  crushing 
d e b t  c r i s i s  and t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  implement  a s u c c e s s f u l  d e m o c r a t i z a t i o n  
process. 
F i n a l l y .  i t  s h o u l d  b e  u n d e r l i n e d  t h a t  t h e  e n d u r i n g  p r e o c c u p a t i o n  o f  
German scho la r s  spec ia l i zed  i n  Lat in  American a f f a i r s  about t h e  absence of a  
comprehens ive  and c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  p o l i c y ,  c r y s t a l l i z e d  i n  1983-84 i n  a  
German nmini-Linowitz ~ e p 0 r t . n ~ ~  This r epor t  provides off icialdom with a l l  
k inds  of arguments and recommendations f o r  e labora t ing  such a  policy. I n  my 
view, however, it remains doubtful  i f  t h e  des i red  goal  w i l l  be achieved. 
l l c ! & r R e a s o n s f p C r n M a r a i n a l i t v p f ~ A m e r i c a i n D ~ A s s i s t a n c e  
The absence  o f  a s p e c i f i c  development a s s i s t a n c e  p o l i c y  f o r  L a t i n  
America i s  s u r p r i s i n g  i f  we consider.  on one side.  t h e  s t rong h i s t o r i c a l  and 
c u l t u r a l  t i e s  be tween L a t i n  America and Germany, and on t h e  o t h e r ,  t h e  
growing importance of some Lat in  American coun t r i e s  i n  t h e  a r e a  of in terna-  
t i o n a l  p o l i t i c a l  and economic r e l a t ions .  
How t o  d e a l  w i t h  f o r e i g n  r e l a t i o n s  i n  g e n e r a l  and w i t h  development  
a s s i s t ance  s p e c i f i c a l l y  is mainly a quest ion of t h e  perceptions and i n t e r -  
e s t s  which have prevai led among policymakers, although with d i f f e r e n t  inten-  
~ i t y . ~ ~  I n  genera l ,  development a s s i s t a n c e  has  been seen--especially i n  t h e  
c a s e  o f  L a t i n  America--as s u b o r d i n a t e d  t o  economic i n t e r e s t s  and,  conse-  
quently, a s  an  instrument  f o r  support ing p r iva te  s e c t o r  opera t ions  and f o r  
f o s t e r i n g  ex te rna l  economic r e l a t ions .  Compared wi th  Africa. Lat in  America 
was p a r t i a l l y  regarded a s  a less underdeveloped a r e a  where p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  
i n i t i a t i v e s  through t rade .  d i r e c t  investment.  and commercial lending could 
p l a y  t h e  l e a d i n g  r o l e .  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  l o c a l  e f f o r t s  i n  p romot ing  economic 
development.  Conf idence  i n  t h e  n t r i ck le -down e f f e c t n  of g rowth  i s  stil l  
a l i v e  today among some po l i t i c i ans .  
Lat in  America was a l s o  seen mainly a s  a domain of U.S. i n t e r e s t s ,  with 
s p e c i a l  U.S. programs (e.g., t h e  A l l i a n c e  f o r  P r o g r e s s )  t o  cope  w i t h  t h e  
development problems of these  countr ies .  By cont ras t .  t h e  ongoing t ransfor-  
mation process i n  Africa and Asia was perceived as more r ecep t ive  f o r  commu- 
n i s t  i n f i l t r a t i o n .  which could be mi t iga ted  by s t r o n g  development support. 
German r e l a t i o n s  wi th  Lat in  America were always judged as s a t i s f a c t o r y  and 
without  major problems. The controversy over t h e  German-Brazilian Nuclear 
Treaty, and more r ecen t ly  over t h e  German p o l i t i c a l  engagement i n  Central  
America, showed t h a t  t e n s i o n  migh t  a r i s e  where t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s  f e l t  
ninconveniencedn i n  its i n t e r e s t s .  I n  general .  however. because of t h e  good 
re l a t ionsh ip ,  s p e c i f i c  p o l i c i e s  toward Lat in  America were not  fel t  a s  a r e a l  
necessi ty.  
A f u r t h e r  p e r c e p t i o n  was t h a t  t h e  broad ne twork  o f  non-governmental  
i n s t i t u t i o n s  operat ing i n  development a s s i s t ance  and o the r  a r e a s  seemed t o  
correspond t o  t h e  growing complexity of i n t e r e s t  groups i n  Lat in  America. 
These i n s t i t u t i o n s  appeared a p p r o p r i a t e  because  o f  t h e i r  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and 
hence complementary t o  t h e  o f f i c i a l  re la t ionship .  
F ina l ly ,  La t in  America was not  perceived a s  a s i n g l e  a r e a  which should 
be a d d r e s s e d  w i t h  a g e n e r a l  po l i cy .  The b i l a t e r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  which 
permi t ted  high f l e x i b i l i t y  seemed t o  meet  t h e  c o u n t r i e s '  own a s p i r a t i o n s .  
Although o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  implemented ,  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of German development 
a s s i s t a n c e  t o  concede  t o  r e c i p i e n t  c o u n t r i e s  t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  t o  p ropose  
p r o j e c t s  according t o  t h e i r  own development p r i o r i t i e s  remained operative. 
The annual o r  biannual negot ia t ions  over t h e  "aid packagen seemed t o  provide 
enough opportunity t o  resolve  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of both s ides .  
The r e l a t i v e  cont r ibut ion  of each of these  perceptions t o  t h e  lack  of 
d e f i n i t i o n  i n  t h e  German La t in  American pol icy  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine. 
On t h e  o t h e r  hand. i t  h a s  t o  be  p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  t h e  absence  o f  a  s p e c i f i c  
development a s s i s t ance  policy toward La t in  America is hardly s u r p r i s i n g  a s  
long a s  t h e  de f i c i enc ies  concerning t h e  autonomy, concepts and cons i s t en t  
framework of development pol icy  in- pers i s t .  
If  one  e x a m i n e s t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of development  a s s i s t a n c e  o v e r  t h e  
years ,  t h e  marginal rank of La t in  America i n  comparison with t h e  African and 
Asian c o u n t r i e s  i s  s t r i k i n g .  P a r t i a l l y  t h i s  can  be  e x p l a i n e d  by t h e  pre-  
v a i l i n g  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  development s i t u a t i o n  o f  L a t i n  America a t  t h e  
po l i cymaking  l e v e l  and t h e  l a c k  of a  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  p o l i c y .  Another  
important  reason is t h e  membership of Germany i n  t h e  European Common Market. 
The s t rong commitment of t h e  German government t o  the  i n t e g r a t i o n  process 
and t h e  p r e s s u r e  e x e r t e d  m o s t l y  by F rance  'obl igedn Germany t o  abandon a 
more balanced policy and t o  assume p a r t  of t h e  f i n a n c i a l  burden of France, 
Grea t  B r i t a i n ,  t h e  Ne the r l ands ,  and Belgium i n  t h e i r  f o r m e r  c o l o n i e s  and 
o v e r s e a s  t e r r i t o r i e s .  Fur the rmore ,  i n  accordance  w i t h  t h e  development 
s t r a t e g y  proclaimed by t h e  United Nations, Germany o r i en ted  its development 
a s s i s t ance  mostly t o  t h e  LLDCSs and t h e  MSAC1s, which a r e  mainly loca ted  i n  
A f r i c a  and Asia. Consequent ly ,  o f t h e  t o t a l  amount of b i l a t e r a l  o f f i c i a l  
development a s s i s t a n c e  (ne t  payments), a b o u t  67,727 m i l l i o n  deu t schemarks  
(DM) during 1950-1984, Africa received 20,914 m i l l i o n  DM, Asia 26.945 m i l -  
l i o n  D M ,  and L a t i n  America and t h e  Car ibbean o n l y  7,631 m i l l i o n  D M . ~ ~  I n  
per  c a p i t a  terms. Africa ranked first. followed by Lat in  America and Asia. 
I n  s t r i k i n g  d i f f e rence  t o  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  low p r i o r i t y  of Lat in  America 
i n  o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e r e  i s  s t r o n g  i n t e r e s t  w i t h i n  t h e  
German p r i v a t e  sec to r .27  a l t h o u g h  on ly  i n  some L a t i n  American c o u n t r i e s .  
About h a l f  of German d i r e c t  i n v e s t m e n t  i n  T h i r d  World c o u n t r i e s  was i n  
Lat in  America. wi th  an accumulated t o t a l  i n  mid-1984 of about 12 b i l l i o n  DM, 
concentrated i n  t h e  manufacturing of s t e e l ,  machinery. motor vehic les ,  and 
e l e c t r i c a l  and chemical products. Although t r a d e  r e l a t i o n s  have decl ined i n  
relative i m p o r t a n c e  f o r  bo th  s i d e s ,  Germany is s t i l l  a v e r y  a t t r a c t i v e  
marke t  f o r  L a t i n  America and t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  among t h e  EEC c o u n t r i e s .  
Germany's s h a r e  i n  L a t i n  American i m p o r t s  h a s  f a l l e n  from 11% i n  1961 t o  
a b o u t  5% a t  t h e  p r e s e n t .  I n  t h e  l a s t  f o u r  y e a r s  t h e  d e b t  c r i s i s  and t h e  
genera l  recess ion  se r ious ly  a f fec ted  t h e  t r a d e  on both sides.28 A s  a l ready 
no ted ,  a p a r t  f rom a w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  ne twork  t o  promote 
economic r e l a t ionsh ips ,  development a s s i s t a n c e  is f requent ly  perceived and 
used a s  an add i t iona l  support ive factor .  
Ob i e c t i v e s .  O r i e n t a t i o n  W e r e s t s  ~ official U t a n c e  
Toward L u  America 
The few o f f i c i a l  s t a t emen t s  concerning Germany's Lat in  American r e l a -  
t i o n s  i n  g e n e r a l  o f f e r  l i t t l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  a n a l y s i s  on t h i s  i s s u e .  
Therefore, we must r e f e r  t o  genera l  development pol icy  which 
a l s o  apply t o  Lat in  America, and t o  t h e  concrete d i s t r i b u t i o n  of a s s i s t ance  
over t h e  years. 
A l l  German governments have proclaimed t h a t  development a s s i s t ance  s e t  
out  t o  promote economic and s o c i a l  development i n  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  coun t r i e s  
and thus  t o  con t r ibu te  t o  an improvement i n  t h e i r  l i v i n g  conditions. This 
vaguely defined ob jec t ive  has been complemented by a s e t  of heterogeneous 
t a s k s  t o  be  accompl i shed  by t h i s  p o l i c y .  Development a s s i s t a n c e  p o l i c y  
should con t r ibu te  t o  f o s t e r  economic and p o l i t i c a l  s e l f - r e l i ance ,  m i t i g a t e  
mass poverty, ease  t h e  North-South conf l i c t .  reduce t h e  endemic i n s t a b i l i t y  
o f  r e g i m e s ,  promote  wor ldwide  peace ,  and,  l a s t  b u t  by no means least.  
s t r e n g t h e n  Germany's i n t e r n a t i o n a l  p o s i t i o n  and preserve its economic and 
p o l i t i c a l  i n t e r e s t s .  
It is d i f f i c u l t  t o  evalua te  these  propositions. Considering t h e  s o c i a l  
funct ion of development pol icy,  it might be assumed t h a t  i t  mainly in tends  
t o  s t r e n g t h e n  Germany's p o l i t i c a l  and economic s y s t e m s  by p romot ing  t h e  
i n t e g r a t i o n  of t h e  developing coun t r i e s  i n  t h e  world market and by reducing 
a s  f a r  a s  poss ib le  p o l i t i c a l  i n s t a b i l i t y  a s  an eventual  t h r e a t  t o  worldwide 
peace and t o  t h e  c a p i t a l i s t i c  system. The o f f i c i a l  d e f i n i t i o n  of develop- 
ment. although not  e x p l i c i t l y  formulated i n  t h e  guidel ines.  is charac ter ized  
by Western-style democracy and a market economy. The cu r ren t  m i n i s t e r  f o r  
economic cooperation has been very outspoken about a necessary r eo r i en ta t ion  
of development pol icy i n  t h i s  sense. He a l s o  emphasized. when presenting 
t h e  "Guide l ines  o f  Development P o l i c y n  approved by t h e  Cab ine t  i n  March, 
1986, t h a t  t h e  bas ic  mandate of every policy,  inc luding development a s s i s -  
tance, is t o  bene f i t  Germany. 30 
So f a r ,  t h e  t h e s i s  f o r m u l a t e d  by A. V. G l e i c h  i n  1968, t o  t h e  e f f e c t  
t h a t  t h e  pol icy  of t h e  Federal Republic of Germany toward Lat in  America is 
l a r g e l y  a r e f l e c t i o n  o f  its major p o l i t i c a l  and economic concerns.31 a p p l i e s  
t o  t h e  p o l i c y  o f  development a s s i s t a n c e  as w e l l .  D e s p i t e  some c u t b a c k  i n  
t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  funds .  t h i s  i s  a l s o  v a l i d  f o r  t h e  c o n s o l i d a t i o n  phase  
(about 1968-1975). wi th  its s t ronger  commitment t o  promote s o c i a l  and se l f -  
determined development. The more reform-oriented approach of t h i s  period i s  
r e f l e c t e d  by expressions of sympathy f o r  Allendels s o c i a l i s t  experiment i n  
Chile and by increas ing  support t o  Velasco Alvaradols n a t i o n a l i s t  moderniza- 
t i o n  p ro jec t  i n  Peru. However. comparing o f f i c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  both coun- 
t r ies,  i t  becomes obv ious  t h a t  West Germany is  o n l y  w i l l i n g  t o  reward  
r e f o r m - o r i e n t e d  r e g i m e s  a s  l o n g  as t h e r e  is no doubt  t h a t  i n  t h e  l o n g  r u n  
t h e  c o u n t r i e s  r emain  i n  t h e  c a p i t a l i s t  b loc .  Nicaragua  i s  a more r e c e n t  
example. 
I n  accordance wi th  its s e c u r i t y  concerns and its vulnerable pos i t ion  i n  
t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  system, Germany a l s o  tended t o  s t rengthen t h e  l a r g e r  and 
more developed coun t r i e s  i n  La t in  America because of t h e i r  pos i t ion  between 
t h e  rest o f  t h e  Th i rd  World and t h e  i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  c o u n t r i e s .  T h i s  p o s i -  
t i on ,  as perceived by some German p o l i t i c i a n s .  might al low these  coun t r i e s  
t o  p l a y  a n  i n t e r m e d i a r y  r o l e  i n  t h e  North-South and East-West c o n f l i c t s .  
P o t e n t i a l  con t rad ic t ions  with t h e  ob jec t ive  of promoting self-determinat ion 
a r e  obvious. 
Faced wi th  t h e  revolut ionary changes and m i l i t a r y  c o n f l i c t s  i n  Central  
America, a l o n g  w i t h  a p o l i c y  r e s p o n s e  o f  t h e  Reagan a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  t h a t  
deepened t h e  danger of a t  l e a s t  p a r t  of La t in  America becoming involved i n  
t h e  East-West c o n f l i c t ,  German p o l i t i c i a n s  have increas ingly  been aware t h a t  
more development cooperation i s  needed t o  promote t h e  necessary s t r u c t u r a l  
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  i n  t h e  area.32 A growing emphas i s  is  r e f l e c t e d  by t h e  
amounts of a s s i s t ance  and p o l i t i c a l  support given t o  t h i s  area. The s h a r e  
of Central  America and t h e  Caribbean among o f f i c i a l  commitments increased 
from 2.7 p e r c e n t  i n  1980 t o  5 p e r c e n t  i n  1985. O f  t h e  630 m i l l i o n  DM i n  
o f f i c i a l  a s s i s t ance  committed by t h e  German government t o  Central  America 
between 1950 and 1984, about 50 percent  had been i n  t h e  last f i v e  years.33 
The s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  German economy is heavi ly  export-oriented, wi th  an 
e x p o r t  s h a r e  o f  a b o u t  27 p e r c e n t  of t h e  GNP. Consequent ly ,  Germany h a s  
aimed its development a s s i s t a n c e  i n  p a r t  a t  improving t h e  economic s t r u c t u r e  
of r e c i p i e n t  coun t r i e s  while  t r y i n g  t o  avoid harmful repercussions f o r  i t s  
own economy. I n  many ways development a s s i s t ance  has naccompaniedrn d i r e c t -  
l y  o r  i n d i r e c t l y .  p r i v a t e  opera t ions  i n  investment and t rade ,  although t h e  
emphasis on t h e  economic funct ion  of development a s s i s t ance  has var ied  i n  
t h e  d i f f e r e n t  phases.  A s  t h e  s t a t i s t i c s  show, f o u r  of t h e  s i x  l e a d i n g  
c o u n t r i e s  i n  a t t r a c t i n g  development  a s s i s t a n c e  a r e  a l s o  main p a r t n e r s  i n  
t r a d e  and d i r e c t  investment ( see  Table 2). Exceptions a r e  Mexico and Vene- 
z u e l a ,  which  as o i l - e x p o r t i n g  c o u n t r i e s  do n o t  rank among t h e  s i x  ma jo r  
r e c i p i e n t  c o u n t r i e s  f o r  development a s s i s t a n c e ,  b u t  occupy a r e l a t i v e l y  
p rominen t  p l a c e  i n  t r a d e  and i n v e s t m e n t .  Converse ly ,  B o l i v i a  and Peru  
t o g e t h e r  accoun t  f o r  abou t  20 p e r c e n t  of t o t a l  o f f i c i a l  a i d  accumula ted  
TABLE 2. M A I N  PARTNERS FOR DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE, DIRECT INVESTMENT AND 
TRADE OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY I N  LATIN AMERICA 
Official M l a t e r a l  B e v e m  W s t a n c e  L 1950-1983. 
Brazil 
Peru 
Chile 
Colombia 
Argentina 
Bolivia 
(mill ion DM) (percent) 
1.799 21.1 
1,235 14.5 
842 9.9 
674 7.9 
583 6.8 
503 5.9 
Total 6 countries 5.636 66.1 
(mill ion DM) (percent) (million DM) (percent) 
Brazil 3,621 78.8 3,770 63.7 
Argentina 476 10.4 980 16.5 
Mexico 198 4.3 941 15.9 
Venezuela 188 4.1 134 2.3 
Colombia 57 1.2 3 8 0.6 
Chile 53 1.2 56 1 .O 
Total 6 countries 4.593 100.0 5.91 9 100.0 
(mill ion DM) (percent ) 
Brazil 4.310 29 .O 
Argentina 1,387 9.3 
Mexico 666 4.5 
Venezuela 3.144 20.9 
Colombia 1.420 5.6 
Chile 1.233 8.3 
(million DM) (percent) 
1,555 15.5 
3,056 30.4 
1.349 13.4 
635 6.3 
681 6.8 
508 5.1 
Total 6 countries 12.130 81.6 7,784 77.5 
Approved amounts 
SOURCES: Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation, "Development Assistance 
Report." 1983; and A. V. Gleich e t  al. ,  -sch - - 
Lateinamerikanische F ~ e r a t i u  BundesreDublik 
D e u t s c h l a  6sterreich U SchweiZ & Partner Lateinamerikag, 
K61n 1985, Table 8, p. 328. 
between 1950 and 1983, but do not  play an important  r o l e  i n  commercial and 
investment r e l a t ions .  Despite t h e  r a t h e r  small share  of Lat in  America i n  
Germany's expor t s  (about 2.5 percent  of t h e  t o t a l ) .  t h e  subcontinent wi th  a 
population of 350 m i l l i o n  might be a more a t t r a c t i v e  market i n  t h e  f u t u r e  i f  
t h e  absorpt ive  capaci ty  f o r  impor ts  were t o  inc rease  and s t a b i l i z e .  German 
expor ts  t o  Lat in  America have been sub jec t  t o  heavy f luc tua t ion ,  and i n  1975 
Germany was r e p l a c e d  by J a p a n  as t h e  second l a r g e s t  s u p p l i e r  a f ter  t h e  
United S t a t e s .  
B r a z i l  h a s  a l w a y s  p layed  a s p e c i a l  r o l e  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween 
Lat in  America and Germany. Between 1950 and 1983. B r a z i l  not only a t t r a c t e d  
about two-thirds of German d i r e c t  investment and accounted f o r  nearly ha l f  
o f  t h e  t r a d e  volume. b u t  a l s o  r e c e i v e d  a b o u t  20 p e r c e n t  of a l l  o f f i c i a l  
ass is tance .  Since n e i t h e r  t h e  development l e v e l  nor t h e  human r i g h t s  s i t u a -  
t i o n  could j u s t i f y  Brazil 's  first place  ranking i n  development ass is tance .  
i t  h a s  t o  be e x p l a i n e d  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of B r a z i l ' s  e x c e p t i o n a l  economic and 
p o l i t i c a l  p o s i t i o n  and i ts  p o t e n t i a l  r e s o u r c e s  compared w i t h  t h e  r e s t  o f  
Lat in  America. Other f a c t o r s  such a s  h i s t o r i c a l  ties, p o l i t i c a l  " s t a b i l i -  
t y , "  t h e  a b s o r p t i v e  c a p a c i t y  f o r  a i d ,  and t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  n e g o t i a t e  p l a y  an  
add i t iona l  role .  Braz i l  is t h e  c l a s s i c  example t h a t  German development a i d  
is supplied i n  nominal terms mostly t o  t h e  advanced count r ies ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  
o f f i c i a l l y  d e c l a r e d  o b j e c t i v e s  o r  some r e v e r s e  t r end  i n  new commitments. 
Measured i n  pe r  c a p i t a  terms. however, t h e  sma l l  coun t r i e s  a r e  t h e  leading  
r e c i p i e n t s  o f  development a s s i s t ance  (see  Table 3). 
Peru. C h i l e ,  and B o l i v i a  a r e  among t h e  main r e c i p i e n t  c o u n t r i e s  o f  
development ass is tance .  These coun t r i e s  account f o r  an important  sha re  of 
t h e  raw m a t e r i a l s  supplied by Lat in  America t o  t h e  EEC countr ies:  about 25 
p e r c e n t  of t h e  l e a d .  abou t  28 p e r c e n t  of t h e  z i n c .  a b o u t  63 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
TABLE 3. M A I N  RECIPIENT COUNTRIES FOR THE OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY I N  LATIN AMERICA, 1950-1983 
mi l l ion  DM rank DM pe r  c a p i t a  rank 
Brazi l  
Peru 
Colombia 
Chile  
Argentina 
Bol iv ia  
Mexico 
Ecuador 
Venezuela 
Costa Rica 
Paraguay 
Nicaragua 
Haiti 
Guatemala 
Jamaica 
Dominican Republic 
Net disbursement 
SOURCES: Ministry f o r  Economic Cooperation. "Development Assistance 
Report," 1983; and A. V. G l e i c h  e t  al., Euroogisch-  
L ateinamerikanische Wirtschaft- Die B u n d e s r e w  
Deutschl- Gsterreich ynd d i e  Schweiz -Pa r tne r  
Lateinamerikas. K81n 1985. Table 5 ,  p. 129. 
t i n ,  about 16 percent of t h e  non-ferrous base metals. and about 10 percent  
of t h e  s i l v e r .  West Germany impor ts  near ly  100 percent of its raw mate r i a l  
consumpt ion ,  b u t  i s  c o n s i d e r a b l y  less dependent  on t h e  t h r e e  c o u n t r i e s  
ment ioned above and on L a t i n  America i n  g e n e r a l  t h a n  is  France  o r  Grea t  
Br i ta in .  Although German development a s s i s t a n c e  a l s o  aims a t  secur ing  t h e  
s u p p l y  o f  raw m a t e r i a l s ,  t h e  low dependence on t h i s  s e c t o r  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  
Lat in  America does not  reveal  a c o r r e l a t i o n  between both areas. I n  t h e  case  
of t h e  t h r e e  coun t r i e s  mentioned above, Germany has  supported p r o j e c t s  i n  
t h e  mining sec to r ,  but l a r g e l y  due t o  t h e i r  own p r i o r i t i e s .  The concentra- 
t i o n  o f  abou t  30 p e r c e n t  o f  accumula ted  development a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e s e  
c o u n t r i e s  h a s  t o  be  e x p l a i n e d  by t h e  p r e f e r e n c e  g i v e n  t o  l e s s  developed 
coun t r i e s  l i k e  Bolivia.  o r  t h e  p r i o r i t y  of support ing reform-oriented re- 
gimes l i k e  t h a t  of Peru i n  t h e  1970s. 
The ana lys i s  of t h e  accumulated t o t a l  does not  reveal  t h e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  
i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  t h e  development a s s i s t a n c e .  I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  C h i l e ,  
t h e  o f f i c i a l  a i d  h a s  been f r o z e n  s i n c e  1973 because  o f  t h e  human r i g h t s  
s i tua t ion .  The same cond i t iona l i ty  has been applied occasional ly t o  Para- 
guay and Argen t ina ,  and more r e c e n t l y  t o  E l  Sa lvador .  b e f o r e  Duar t e  came 
i n t o  power. and t o  Nicaragua. However, t h i s  cons idera t ion  has always been a 
very dubious c r i t e r i o n  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i n g  development ass is tance .  
The concentrat ion of about 60 percent  of development a s s i s t ance  i n  f i v e  
coun t r i e s  was p a r t i a l l y  in t e r rup ted  during t h e  1 9 7 0 ; ~ ~  t h e  more i n d u s t r i a l -  
i z e d  c o u n t r i e s  ranked l o w e r  i n  t h e  1979 a l l o c a t i o n  t h a n  i n  1974. A t  t h e  
same t ime (1976-1979). t h e  Lat in  American MSAC's received 120 percent of t h e  
amount g r a n t e d  b e f o r e  1975. I n  a b s o l u t e  terms. however. no s i g n i f i c a n t  
reassessment of t h e  German development a s s i s t a n c e  has taken place. 
The s t a t i s t i c s  a l s o  show t h a t  t h e  o f f i c i a l l y  d e c l a r e d  p r i o r i t y  o f  
s o c i a l  p r o j e c t s  was never implemented c o n v i n c i n g l y  i n  p r a c t i c a l  terms.35 
About 7 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  amount commi t t ed  be tween 1950 and 1983 was 
dedicated t o  t h i s  type of project .  Of t h i s ,  t h e  l a r g e s t  proport ion was f o r  
education (37 percent) ,  followed by i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  (about 16 percent ) ,  and 
agriculture/fishing/forestation (about 14 percent).  The first two a r e  very 
important  a r e a s  f o r  promoting t h e  modernization of t h e  economic s t r u c t u r e  
and indus t r i a l i za t ion .  Both ob jec t ives  have high p r i o r i t y  on t h e  r e c i p i e n t  
c o u n t r i e s 1  development agenda. D e s p i t e  t h e  d e c l a r e d  o b j e c t i v e  t o  g i v e  
h ighes t  p r i o r i t y  t o  r u r a l  development, t h e  r e a l i t y  has f a l l e n  short .  
The o v e r a l l  tendency i n  o f f i c i a l  development a s s i s t a n c e  does not  mean 
t h a t  Germany does not  promoter e spec ia l ly  i n  t h e  medium and smal l e r  coun- 
t r i e s ,  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  number of p r o j e c t s  w i t h  h i g h  s o c i a l  c o n t e n t  o r  o f  a 
model character .  With t h e  increas ing  skepticism t h a t  growth l e a d s  automat- 
i c a l l y  t o  development and s t r u c t u r a l  change, more and more p o l i t i c i a n s  a r e  
aware t h a t  t h e  promotion of reform-oriented p r o j e c t s  is t h e  bes t  ninsurancen 
i n  t h e  long run f o r  t h e i r  own fo re ign  pol icy  i n t e r e s t s .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
development a s s i s t a n c e  a l s o  reflects v e r y  c l e a r l y t h e  s o  far  predominant  
development approach  o f  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  c o u n t r i e s .  The i m i t a t i o n  o f  t h e  
i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  countr ies1 development s t y l e  corresponds pe r fec t ly  t o  German 
i n t e r e s t s .  
F ina l ly ,  Germany has always hes i t a t ed  t o  use development a s s i s t ance  as 
a dire& instrument  t o  exe rc i se  pressure  upon t h e  countr ies .  This expla ins  
p a r t i a l l y  t h e  con t rad ic t ions  between t h e  proclaimed ob jec t ives  and t h e  pa 
 last^ d i s t r i b u t i o n  of ass is tance .  Although t h e  government has emphasized on 
var ious  occasions t h a t  cooperat ion wi th  Lat in  America should be s t rength-  
ened. a 2 p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e  f o r  t h e  s u b c o n t i n e n t  i n  1984 does  n o t  mean a 
change i n  t h e  g l o b a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  It i s  l a r g e l y  a r e f l e c t i o n  o f  t h e  r e -  
cen t ly  discovered p r i o r i t y  f o r  Central  America and t h e  Caribbean, forced by 
a s p e c i a l  p o l i t i c a l  conjuncture. 
k&.h Bmerican DeveloDment Assistance L!n&r Uxi Christian P e m o c r a t / L i b w  
Governme& 
The Chr i s t i an  Democrats claimed they would s e t  out  a c l e a r e r  concept 
f o r  development  a s s i s t a n c e  p o l i c y  i n  g e n e r a l  and toward  L a t i n  America i n  
p a r t i c u l a r .  So far ,  s e v e r a l  t e n d e n c i e s  of r e o r i e n t a t i o n  a r e  underway o r  
announced. F i r s t ,  one can  o b s e r v e  a c l o s e r  ag reement  w i t h  t h e  Uni ted  
S t a t e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  on a i d  t o  C e n t r a l  America and t h e  Car ibbean,  and. a t  
t h e  same time,  a g r e a t e r  emphasis on t h e  East-West dimension i n  t h e  d i s t r i -  
but ion of t h e  a s s i ~ t a n c e ? ~  The f reez ing  of new commitments t o  Nicaragua 
s ince  1983 and t h e  reestabl ishment  of o f f i c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  El  Salvador, 
and more r ecen t ly  t o  Guatemala, a r e  s t r i k i n g  examples. 
I n  c lose  connection. i t  is seen t h a t  t h e  a i d  should be t i e d  more t o  t h e  
b e h a v i o r  o f  r e c i p i e n t  c o u n t r i e s  i n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  forums. I n  h i s  s i x t h  
development r epor t ,  t h e  min i s t e r  f o r  economic cooperation s t a t e d  t h a t  Ger- 
many expects  t h a t  the  r e c i p i e n t  coun t r i e s  w i l l  r e spec t  its ob jec t ives  and 
in teres ts? ' l  Furthermore. a s s i s t a n c e  should promote t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of t h e  
market economy i n  t h e  r e c i p i e n t  count r ies ,  g iv ing  preference t o  those which 
a d j u s t  t h e i r  economic p o l i c y  framework i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n .  The s o - c a l l e d  
n p o l i t i c a l  d i a l o g u e n  be tween Germany and t h e  r e c i p i e n t  coun t r i e s  might be 
used a s  an instrument  t o  promote changes i n  t r a d e  and investment r e s t r i c -  
t ions.  There is no doubt t h a t  t h e  coun t r i e s  which work c lose ly  w i t h  t h e  IMF 
w i l l  have p r e f e r e n t i a l  access  t o  development loans,  a s  is shown by seve ra l  
s ta tements  from t h e  min i s t e r  f o r  economic c ~ o p e r a t i o n . ~ ~  Costa Rica, a s  a 
'model pupiln wi th  reference t o  t h i s  cond i t iona l i ty ,  has been rewarded wi th  
growing development assis tance.  
Another p a r t  of t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  is t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of t h e  German 
p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  i n  its commitment t o  Lat in  America should be more vigorous. 
But n e i t h e r  a n  i n c r e a s e  o f  commercia l  l e n d i n g  n o r  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  o f  more 
p r i v a t e  investment have mater ia l ized  up t o  now. On t h e  contrary,  i n  1984 a 
s h a r p  d o w n f a l l  i n  German i n v e s t m e n t s  i n  B r a z i l ,  Argen t ina ,  and Venezuela 
took p l a c e 2 9  
( i n  mi l l ions  of DM) 
Braz i l  Argentina Venezuela Mexico 
1983 529 .O 21 4 .O 34.8 251.6 
1984 130 .O 3.3 2 .O 485.0 
The main r e a s o n s  may have been t h e  r e sound ing  f o r e i g n  d e b t  c r i s i s  and t h e  
awareness of t h e  increased p o l i t i c a l  r i sk .  
The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f t h e  p r i v a t e  s e c t o r  is  b e i n g  encouraged th rough  
mixed financing. t h a t  is, a combination of commercial and s o f t  lending. The 
p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t s  w i l l  be  t i g h t e r  l e n d i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  t h e  d e v e l o p i n g  
count r ies ,  l e s s  r i s k  f o r  t h e  p r i v a t e  sec tor .  and perhaps l a r g e r  amounts of 
f i n a n c i n g  a t  t h e  c o u n t r i e s '  d i s p o s a l .  I n  1984 t h i s  t y p e  of f i n a n c i n g  was 
expanded c o n s i d e r a b l y ;  a l m o s t  h a l f  was d e s t i n e d  t o  ~ s i a . ~ '  The a v e r a g e  
g ran t  component of these  loans  was 54 percent  i n  1984. 
The s e l e c t i o n  of t h e  development a s s i s t a n c e  p r o j e c t s  tends  t o  be more 
influenced by Germany than i n  t h e  pas tV4 '  though t h e  e f f e c t s  of development 
a s s i s t a n c e  on production, employment. and raw mate r i a l  supply i n  West Ger- 
many could be monitored more careful ly.  The r e t r a n s f e r  of b i l a t e r a l  finan- 
c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  f u n d s  f o r  a l l  d e v e l o p i n g  c o u n t r i e s ,  i n  t h e  form of o r d e r s  
f o r  t h e  German economy, increased from about 65 percent  i n  1980 t o  about 73 
percent i n  1 9 8 3 . ~ ~  I n  1984 t h e  sha re  apparently reached more than 80 per- 
cent .  43 
I n  accordance wi th  t h e  r e o r i e n t a t i o n  proclaimed by t h e  government i n  
o f f i c e ,  p r i v a t e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  L a t i n  America s h o u l d  be  r e c e i v i n g  more 
support t o  f o s t e r  self-help i n  meeting development needs. This p r i o r i t y  has 
t o  be seen a s  t h e  obverse face  of t h e  ob jec t ive  of reducing publ ic  interven- 
t i o n  i n  t h e  development process and s t r e s s i n g  t h e  o v e r a l l  p r i n c i p l e  of "help 
f o r  se l f -he lp ."  A t  t h e  same time, t h e  s u p p o r t  of development  p r o j e c t s  o f  
German non-governmental  i n s t i t u t i o n s  through non-repayable g r a n t s  ( i n  t h e  
c a s e  of L a t i n  America, a b o u t  6 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  o f f i c i a l  development  
a s s i s t ance  i n  1984) is t o  increase. According t o  an o f f i c i a l  s tatement ,  t h e  
development a c t i v i t i e s  of churches ,  which a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t ,  
w i l l  be promoted by s impl i fy ing  t h e  gu ide l ines  i n  t h e  request  and accounting 
procedures. 44 
L a s t l y ,  t h e  c o n d i t i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  human r i g h t s  c r i t e r i o n  is t o  be 
applied i n  se l ec ted  cases  where o f f i c i a l  a i d  w i l l  be replaced by a c t i v i t i e s  
of non-governmental agencies. I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  gu ide l ines  of development 
a s s i s t a n c e  i s s u e d  i n  1 9 8 0 . ~ ~  t h e  new g u i d e l i n e s  do n o t  f o r e s e e  anymore 
support f o r  l i b e r a t i o n  movements using peaceful and democratic means. 
A s  o v e r a l l  o b j e c t i v e s ,  t h e  new g u i d e l i n e s  and t h e  l as t  government 
r epor t  on development a s s i s t a n c e  s t r e s s  t h e  necess i ty  t o  f i g h t  more effec-  
t i v e l y  aga ins t  mass poverty; t o  con t r ibu te  more dec i s ive ly  t o  t h e  s a t i s f a c -  
t i o n  o f  b a s i c  needs ,  e s p e c i a l l y  s e c u r i n g  t h e  c o u n t r i e s 1  own b a s i c  food  
production; t o  adapt  p r o j e c t s  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  and c u l t u r a l  condi t ions  of t h e  
c o u n t r i e s ;  and t o  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  r e p e r c u s s i o n  o f  p r o j e c t s  on t h e  
environment. The p r i n c i p l e s  of se l f - r e l i ance  and self-determinat ion w i l l  be 
respected, although t h e  l a t t e r  f a c e s  a narrower c i rcumscr ip t ion  i n  case  of 
s o c i a l i s t  experiments. 
Which of t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  and ob jec t ives  w i l l  predominate i n  t h e  d i s t r i -  
b u t i o n  of development a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  r e m a i n s  t o  be  seen .  It i s  
very l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  government w i l l  continue t o  fo l low a ntwo-track policy 
approach." Nevertheless. o f f i c i a l  s ta tements ,  t h e  r epor t  f o r  1984, and t h e  
f a c t s  a l ready r e f l e c t  some of t h e  bas ic  r e o r i e n t a t i o n s  of t h e  development 
assis tance.  The l i b e r a l  weekly Die Ze i t  commented on t h e  case  of t h e  r epor t  
under t h e  headline nDevelopment Aid Helping Our Own   con om^."^^ 
ACritiouenfDeveloDmentAssistanceTowardUBmerica 
Analyzing t h e  evolu t ion  of t h e  development a s s i s t a n c e  r e l a t i o n s  between 
West Germany and Lat in  America. s eve ra l  po in t s  of concern remain. The need 
t o  f o r m u l a t e  a g e n e r a l  f o r e i g n  p o l i c y  toward  L a t i n  America, i n  which a 
coherent development pol icy approach may be inse r t ed ,  is still unresolved. 
The p l u r a l i t y  o f  t h e  German i n s t i t u t i o n s  engaged i n  t h e  development pol icy 
toward Lat in  America poses a chal lenge t o  s e t  up such a framework. 
The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  development a s s i s t ance  according t o  t h e  l e v e l s  
of development was not followed f i rmly  enough. The s o c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of 
r e c i p i e n t  count r ies .  e spec ia l ly  i n  t h e  case of t h e  more developed na t ions ,  
must  be encouraged.  A s  t h e  t r i c k l e - d o w n  e f f e c t  o f  g rowth  h a s  l a r g e l y  
f a i l e d ,  t h e  r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  of property and income and t h e  improvement of t h e  
socio-economic condi t ions  of t h e  most needy population has t o  be enforced i n  
development pro jec ts .  The non-governmental agencies which can b e t t e r  t a c k l e  
t h e  bas ic  needs of t h e  lower income groups must be provided wi th  consider- 
a b l y  more f i n a n c i n g  and w i t h  more e f f e c t i v e  c o o r d i n a t i o n .  A s t r o n g e r  
commitment t o  t a r g e t  g roups  is  n e c e s s a r y  i n  o r d e r  t o  compensate  f o r  t h e  
highly p o l i t i c i z e d  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  development assis tance.  
The formulat ion o f  a c l e a r  La t in  American policy,  d i f f e ren -  
t i a t e d  a s  f a r  as poss ib le  i n t o  country groups i n  accordance wi th  Germany's 
own c r i t e r i a ,  would s t rengthen t h e  pos i t ion  o f  fore ign  pol icy  and f a c i l i t a t e  
t h e  process of consensus vis-a-vis U.S. policy. 
The c o n d i t i o n a l i t y  o f  development  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  i s  
c o n s i d e r a b l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  i n  West Germany. According t o  t h e  OECD, f o r  t h e  
E a s t e r n  b l o c  c o u n t r i e s  i t  is  95 p e r c e n t .  f o r  Canada 84 p e r c e n t ,  f o r  t h e  
Uni ted  S t a t e s  62 p e r c e n t .  f o r  F rance  56 p e r c e n t ,  f o r  Japan 36 p e r c e n t .  and 
f o r  t h e  Federal  Republic of Germany 21 percent."l However. t h e r e  a r e  s t rong 
voices  aga ins t  its being enforced. This is a l s o  t r u e  f o r  t h e  c r i t e r i o n  of 
s e l e c t i n g  p r o j e c t s  i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  t h e i r  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  p r o d u c t i o n  and 
employment i n  Germany. The bas ic  arguments aga ins t  a more t i e d  development 
a s s i s t ance  are tha t :  
( 1 )  t h e  r e t r a n s f e r  o f  f u n d s  is  a l r e a d y  v e r y  high--about 80 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
a s s i s t a n c e  channeled t o  t h e  developing count r ies ;  
( 2 )  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  employment generated would be i n s i g n i f i c a n t  (about 6,000 
jobs beyond t h e  approximately 108,000 g e n e r a t e d  t o d a y  by t h e  o f f i c i a l  
a i d  t o  a l l  developing count r ies) ;  48 
( 3 )  t h e  o v e r a l l  d i r e c t  employment i n  Germany r e l a t e d  t o  development assis- 
t a n c e  i s  c u r r e n t l y  o n l y  0.5 p e r c e n t  o f  a  t o t a l  a c t i v e  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  
about 26 mi l l ion;  
( 4 )  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  damage might be considerable,  and a "boomerangn effect i s  
not  unl ikely,  leading  t o  even more c o n d i t i o n a l i t y  on t h e  p a r t  o f  o t h e r  
count r ies ;  and 
(5 )  t h e  development p r o j e c t s  would be more expensive i f  only German-supplied 
products, serv ices ,  etc., were used. 
F ina l ly ,  wi th  reference  t o  t h e  type and amount of o f f i c i a l  development 
a s s i s t ance  toward Lat in  America, t h e  assumption t h a t  t h i s  type of support 
can be s u b s t i t u t e d  by d i r e c t  investment,  commercial loans,  and t r a d e  must be 
revised.  
111. CONCLUSIONS 
The repor t  of t h e  German Association f o r  Research on Lat in  America s t a t e s :  
No o t h e r  country of comparable s i z e  and importance is more vulner- 
a b l e  i n  its i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  than t h e  Federal  Republic of 
Germany: its p o l i t i c a l  system depends e n t i r e l y  upon t h e  degree of 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a r e l i a b l e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  par tnership  and t r u s t -  
worthy a l l iances .  The German economy is unable t o  survive  without  
being in t eg ra ted  i n t o  an open world economy. (49) 
Consequently, i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  at  a l l  l e v e l s  play an important  role .  
Because of its h i s t o r i c a l  development and its s p e c i a l  p o l i t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  
however, German pol icy  s o  f a r  has  had more d i f f i c u l t y  i n  def in ing  its re l a -  
t i o n s  w i t h  p a r t n e r s  and r e g i o n s  o u t s i d e  t h e  North A t l a n t i c  a l l i a n c e  t h a n  
wi th  those  inside.  
There a r e  s t rong arguments which c a l l  f o r  a h igher  p r i o r i t y  f o r  Lat in  
America i n  German fore ign  pol icy  and f o r  a comprehensive formulat ion speci f -  
i c a l l y  t a i l o r e d  t o  t h i s  region.50 I n  L a t i n  America a ma jo r  s o c i a l  and 
p o l i t i c a l  c r i s i s  is still imminent. The s t r u c t u r a l  causes of t h e  c r i s i s  a r e  
rooted deeper than they may appear at  first glance. It is i n  Germany's own 
i n t e r e s t  t o  demonstrate a c red ib le  problem-solving capaci ty  wi th  a coherent 
long-range pol icy  and more resources. 
Given t h a t  almost every Lat in  American country shows s i g n s  of d r i f t i n g  
toward an explosive s i tua t ion .  i t  is no longer poss ib le  t o  postpone d r a s t i c  
changes i n  t h e  s t r i k i n g  problems such as massive poverty and unemployment, 
extremely inequ i t ab le  and reg ress ive  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of income, e tc .  Natural- 
l y ,  a d r a s t i c  r e v e r s e  i n  t h e  development  s t y l e  must  be u n d e r t a k e n  by t h e  
Lat in  American coun t r i e s  themselves. However. t h e  chal lenge f o r  Germany i s  
t o  provide support f o r  e s t ab l i sh ing  v i a b l e  na t iona l  economies and reducing 
p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  and economic p o l a r i z a t i o n .  Developmenta l i sm must  be 
replaced by con t r ibu t ions  toward an au then t i c  development f o r  t h e  major i ty  
of t h e  population. 
Apparently, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  on t h e  non-governmental l e v e l  has devel- 
oped s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  s o  far .  I n  view of t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  c r i s i s  and previous 
encouraging r e s u l t s ,  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  non-governmental agencies should 
be increased. A b e t t e r  coordinat ion and communication wi th in  t h e  framework 
of a  long-term policy,  both i n s i d e  Germany and i n  t h e  Lat in  American coun- 
t r i e s ,  would improve t h e  outcome. 
A long- term development p o l i c y  would r educe  t h e  i m p r o v i s a t i o n  and 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  among t h e  v a r i e t y  o f  p r o j e c t s  and o b j e c t i v e s .  It migh t  
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  make Germany's p o l i c y  b e h a v i o r  more p r e d i c t a b l e  and more 
independent. A greater independence o f  German development  a s s i s t a n c e  and 
fore ign  policy,  i n  turn.  could be invaluable  f o r  La t in  America, which wants 
t o  d i v e r s i f y  its i n t e r n a t i o n a l  r e l a t ions .  Germany might support t h e  consol- 
i d a t i o n  of a  La t in  American/Western Europe subsystem by coordinat ing more 
e f f e c t i v e l y  its development pol icy  with those  of its European a l l i e s .  
The formulat ion of a development a s s i s t a n c e  pol icy  toward Lat in  Ameri- 
ca, however, has t o  be preceded by t h e  formulat ion of a fore ign  pol icy  f o r  
t h i s  s u b c o n t i n e n t .  Only a development pol icy  in t eg ra ted  i n t o  t h e  o v e r a l l  
concepts of fo re ign  policy has a chance t o  be implemented. Spec i f i c  devel- 
o p m e n t p o l i c y  o b j e c t i v e s  s h o u l d  n o t  be s e e n  as d i s r u p t i v e  f a c t o r s  f o r t h e  
f o r e i g n  policy. 
I n  t h e  l o n g  run ,  o n l y  a development  concep t  which i s  c a p a b l e  o f  re- 
duc ing  t h e  p o l a r i z a t i o n s  i n  L a t i n  America w i l l  c o i n c i d e  w i t h  t h e  ma jo r  
German policy goals ,  such a s  t h e  easing of c o n f l i c t s  and t h e  preservat ion  of 
t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and economic system of t h e  Western countr ies .  Thus, while  i t  
might l o s e  a c e r t a i n  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  a long-term policy b a s i s  wi th  e s t ab l i shed  
mechanisms and instruments ,  a s  w e l l  a s  compatible ob jec t ives  and p r i o r i t i e s ,  
might render  German development a s s i s t ance  more e f f e c t i v e  and more s i g n i f i -  
cant .  
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